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Through the years, people began to breed their dogs and cats with the intention for the 
pets to be useful in a certain skill. However, that has shifted to focus on their looks rather than 
their skills thanks to kennel clubs imposing standards on each breed. This has led irresponsible 
breeding practices to occur which in turn caused breeds to evolve negatively as breeds began to 
suffer from preventable genetic disorders and negative physical changes. Genetically 
manipulating soon shifted from pets to humans with PGD/IVF and CRISPR-Cas9. At first, there 
was a focus to use these methods to help cure and prevent genetic disorders. That has since 
shifted to people wanting to create the perfect child. In this thesis I will argue that designer 
breeds help lead the way to designer babies, and that any genetic manipulation to embryos 
should only be done if a medical reason is present.   
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3 
Introduction  
The relationship between humans and pets, has been documented for many generations; 
from wolves and large felines who were domesticated, to dogs and cats now being treated as if 
they were someone’s baby. These species have been an important part of human development 
and history, and now they are even paving the way to creating the perfect human being. As a 
result of human curiosity, need, and aesthetic, different breeds of dogs and cats have been 
created. From purebred pets like the English Bulldogs and the Siberian cat, to crossbred pets like 
the Labradoodle and the Toyger cat, many pets were born for a reason. However, wanting a 
certain type of animal is just the first step. Legitimate and illegitimate breeders produce purebred 
and crossbred animals in ways that bring about many health problems for a high price tag. 
Buyers who go to these breeders, choose the animal they want based not only on looks, but also 
on temperament, abilities, and gender. As a result, many breeders look for ways to create puppies 
and kittens with these specific qualities.  
Gene manipulation is not new, it has been done intentionally and unintentionally done on 
pets for hundreds of years. Many breeders focus on the looks of a pet or an aspect of the pet like 
being hypoallergenic and will try to get those aspects on the offspring. Many individuals among 
each breed are carriers of genetic disorders and can pass it along to their offspring, and thus the 
offspring are at risk to be born with said genetic disorder being expressed. There are other 
breeders, who would even go as far as to inbreed their pets in order to have offspring faster and 
can sell them at a high cost (Berenstein 20). I have heard stories from veterinary professionals 
about offspring who were  created from this practice were born with a genetic disorder and either 
do not make it past birth, suffer a life of pain, or even pass the same genetic disorder to their 
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offspring if they reproduce. This along with the standards created by kennel clubs and other 
organizations, and influence of social media, has led to many breeds to gain a reputation of being 
unhealthy or has led to many people wanting to create new breeds to fulfill other needs. This has 
led to an increase in gene manipulation in pets which puts innocent dogs and cats at risk of living 
a pain life.  
With genetic manipulation being common in pets, humans took what they learned from 
manipulating pets and put it into genetically manipulating embryos and thus paving the way to 
the creation of designer babies. If owners can control their pets’ looks and the way they act, it 
raises the question if parents can do the same thing with their children. Parents have been 
manipulating their children’s genes by choosing who to mate with, however the genes that one 
wants to be expressed are not. This has then led to people to turn to technology in order to allow 
parents to have whatever genes they want expressed in their child.  
As time progresses, technology progresses as well, thus bringing the world closer and 
closer to designer babies. Researchers have been successful in allowing parents to choose a 
healthy embryo as opposed to an unhealthy one, and recent advancements like CRISPR can help 
lead scientists to edit genes within an embryo before it is born. While for now, these types of 
edits are focused more on reversing any health concerns, but soon this will grow into parents 
wanting to edit their child’s genes so they can look a certain way or excel at a certain aspect in 
their life. This shift in genetic manipulation can lead to negative effects on the child, having their 
parents take away their natural passions and replace them with passions or aspects that they 
want. And by giving them unnatural aspects, aspects that God did not intend them to have, they 
have changed and become something more than just humans.  
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The idea of designer babies has been talked and teased in the media for many years. The 
creation of super humans in movies and books, to actual research being done to improve the 
human species. However this is a step that humans should not take. Genetic manipulation is very 
risky as it can lead to issues in cell development (Greely 2019). And it can lead to parents taking 
over the child and control every aspect of their lives which can lead them down a road of 
emotional pain (Fox 2010). These are all issues that can arise if humans continue on reaching 
their goal of creating designer babies.  
Humans should not genetically modify embryos unless there is a medical need. Babies 
should be left alone and develop on their own. Designer babies would cease to be humans and 
would create divisions among those who are modified and those who are not (Steinbock 2008). 
Strict regulations should be set in order to make sure genetic manipulation is done only for 
medical needs. Designer babies could lead to many changes in humans, from the end of natural 
breeding, up to the end of human nature as well.   
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Chapter 1: Designer Breeds First  
Section 1: What is a Designer Breed?  
When presented with the term ​designer breed​, what comes to mind? A pet dressed up for 
a show, or a breed owned by a celebrity in which only the rich can get? In reality, the idea of a 
designer breed is very broad. According to the president of the Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals Los Angeles (spcaLA) Madeline Bernstein, it does not only consider one 
certain type of pet, but rather it considers both “name-brand purebreds and custom designed” 
pets (Bernstein 17). Purebred pets are the typical English Bulldog or the Ragdoll cat in which 
their “lineage can be verified and is sold with the assurance that [he/she] has no family history of 
‘contamination’ with a different breed” according to Bernstein (Bernstein 17). This means that 
the breed, for example an English Bulldog puppy that comes from a family in which ​only 
English Bulldogs make up its genetic make up and has no other breed’s genes mixed in (see 
figure 1A).  
 
[Figure 1 The different breeding practices of designer breeds.] 
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These are the types of dogs and cats featured animal shows presented on the television, famously 
the American Kennel Club (AKC) dog show presented every year after the Macy’s Thanksgiving 
Day Parade along with other shows around the world. Purebred dogs are the result of artificial 
selection from wolves (Rajewski 2013). Many of the breeds humans love today like the Bulldog 
or the German Shepherd developed starting around 1,500 years ago (Rajewski 2013). Breeders 
and owners have been developing dog breeds for a long time and led to many purebreds known 
today.  
While purebred dogs have been developed for hundreds of years, purebred cats have only 
recently been developed. Cats have been around humans much longer than dogs, well over 5,000 
years ago, however they were not let into our homes until around the 1800s and even then no one 
focused on creating specific breeds (Rajewski 2013). Cats have always been independent, they 
spend their days doing whatever they want. It was not until the 1960s where humans began to 
focus on their breeds and create many of the breeds known today like the Ragdoll (Leroy ​et al. 
2014). Even with the shift in focus, about 10% of the cats in the United States are purebreds 
(Rajewski 2013). Even though there is a small number of purebreds in the United States, the 
percentage will grow as breeders work together so that their cats could have kittens.  
Along with purebred pets, intentionally mixed-breed pets are the other part of designer 
breeds, These are custom pets whose parents were two different breeds of dogs [or cats] so that 
the offspring would have characteristics of both parents (see figure 1B) (Bernstein 21). This 
includes dogs like the Labradoodle (see figure 2) , a mix between a Labrador Retriever and 
Poodle, this breed is said to be hypoallergenic and therefore owned by people who cannot have 
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pets (BBC News 2019).
  
[Figure 2 A Picture of a Labradoodle (Ransomtech)] 
 Other dog breeds include the Cockapoo, a Cocker Spaniel and Poodle mix and the Schnoodle, a 
Miniature Poodle/ Miniature Schnauzer mix, with most of the crossbred breeds known today 
being mostly Poodle mixes (Buzhardt 2016; Mummert 2004). Some crossbred cats include the 
Toyger, an American Shorthair and Bengal mix, and the Ashera, a cross of a domesticated cat, 
with an African Serval and Leopard both of which looks like a Tiger and Leopard in a small 
body respectively (Associated Press 2007,Kim 2007). The main difference of these mixed breeds 
from the mixed breeds found in animal shelters is that everyone ​knows​ who the parents are that 
led to creation of these offsprings and that they were bred intentionally. With animals found at 
the shelter, their lineage is unknown so they are called a mixed breed but cannot provide any 
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information in terms of their genetic makeup without a DNA test. The purebred pets and the 
intentionally mixed-breed pets make up the group known to many as designer breeds.  
Section 2: Why do People Breed Purebred Pets? 
There are many reasons as to why people all over the world take the time, effort, and 
money to breed, show, put to work, and to sell many purebred dogs and cats. One of the biggest 
reasons is to show the breeds off in conformation shows, shows where the breeds are broken up 
based on breed type (as stated by organizers of the events) and then they are judged based on 
what the certain breed ​should​ look like. For example, the Dachshund should have short legs with 
a long torso which gives the breed its nickname of the Weiner Dog (BBC One 2008). These 
shows were the result of Sewallis Shirley establishing the first kennel club in Great Britain back 
in 1873 (Anthes 2019). This led to many clubs being formed all over the world including the 
AKC, for both dogs and cats. These clubs were then tasked to “standardise the hodgepodge of 
existing breeds and keep track of canine [and feline] pedigree, [and] also helped organize canine 
[and feline] competition (Anthes 2016). With these shows, everyone would see what is the 
standard look of a certain breed and realize that in order for their pet to be considered as a 
purebred, they would have to be registered within the club. We then see the winner in the 
popular shows be promoted on social media and in the news, thus leading people to want to get 
the breed.  This led to a wave of future owners wanting puppies and kittens that could win best in 
show and become famous.  
Many breeders were then tasked with breeding their purebred so that they could see the 
offspring to people, not only for the conformation shows, but also offsprings who can be put to 
work in many different jobs, and offspring who provide companionship to owners. (Jeppsson 
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2014). Leslie Lyons, a professor of Genetics at the UC Davis School of Veterinary Medicine 
believed that breeders can create “beautiful animals with wonderful personality and traits,” traits 
meaning qualities that can help pets to become service pets among other useful jobs including 
herding and being a police dog (Rajewski 2013). These reasons influence breeders to create 
offspring of their purebred pets in order to keep the breed going and to fill the need of the future 
owners.  
Section 3: Why do people breed crossbred pets? 
Let us return to the Labradoodle. In 1989, Wally Conron received a letter from a woman 
in Hawaii who was blind and in need of a service dog, the only problem was that her husband 
was allergic to dogs (BBC News 2008). Labrador Retrievers are widely used as guide dogs for 
the blind, but since her husband is allergic to them, it would make it very difficult to find a dog 
that can work as well as a Labrador, but also be hypoallergenic. Conron found the solution to the 
problem, he bred a Labrador with a Poodle, a breed whose coat is very hypoallergenic, and thus, 
the Labradoodle was created (BBC News 2008). This opened a world for breeds to be crossed 
with hypoallergenic dogs like the poodle, it allows many people who are allergic to dogs to have 
a chance at getting one. Around 2010, the Goldendoodle (Golden Retriever/Poodle mix), was 
one of the most popular of the crossbreeds along with the Labradoodle and Puggle (Bernstein 
63). Crossbreds can allow people who could not have a pet before due to allergies can now get 
dogs that will not give them an allergic reaction.  
Another reason as to why people intentionally breed certain breeds together is to get an 
exotic pet. Many people wish that they could get an exotic feline like a lion or a tiger, but legally 
that is impossible (Anthes 2019). The solution is to create a crossbred cat that looks like a 
11 
smaller version of large, wild felines. The Ashera cat (as seen in figure 3) was bred to look like a 
Leopard and while it is not as big as a wild Leopard, it does reach a height for four feet when 
standing and can even live up to 25 years (Associated Press 2007). 
 
[Figure 3 The Ashera cat lounging on a couch (AussieGold)] 
Owners would not only get an exotic looking pet, they would have the cat for a very long time, 
which could mean a lifetime of companionship for many. Intentionally crossbred pets not only 
provide a unique look and longevity, but some can allow people who could not have pets before 
to have one.  
While having a designer breed pet seems to bring not only a lot of joy, but also many 
consequences to the animals. These said consequences can not only affect the quality and 
reputation of the breed, but also the quality of life for some individuals within these breeds.  
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Section 4: The horrors of inbreeding  
The inbreeding puts the lives of many designer breeds at risk and can affect the lives of 
their future offspring because of it. Inbreeding is the “repeated mating of any closed group of 
dogs [or cats] and their offspring” which means that a dog or cat mates with either one of its 
offspring or a blood relative (Summers ​et al. ​2009). In livestock (cows), inbreeding does not 
happen because quality of the animal is important, this only happens in dogs and cats who are 
now plagued with genetic disorders “that should have been prevented over and over again” 
according to Dr. Jerome Bell, a geneticist at Tufts University Cumings School of Veterinary 
Medicine (Rajewski 2013). Figure 4 shows a pedigree lineage of a Burmese cat and shows how 
the cat’s mother is the daughter of the cat’s father as shown highlighted, not to mention multiple 
cats appear more than once on this lineage (Pedigree Chart 1987) . 
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[Figure 4 This chart shows the pedigree of Mr. Cat (All names have been changed] 
With the chart of Mr. Cat, it shows that inbreeding has been done a lot in the 1980s to make sure 
that the cat is as pure as possible. At the same time AB Babe Zeus was used multiple times, with 
his offspring having offspring together, which shows that his genes have the chance of being 
mixed multiple times and can cause genetic disorders to arise if his genes are twice expressed. 
There is no information on the health of Mr. Cat, but seeing all the inbreeding occuring is 
unsettling as Mr. Cat’s life was put at a big risk.  
As the demand for purebred pets like Mr. Cat increases, the more inbreeding incidents 
occur which in turn increases the rate of genetic disorders found in pets. In a 1963 study, the 
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United Kingdom found 13 disorders in their dogs ranging from hip dysplasia to elongated palate 
(Asher ​et al.​ 2009). In 2009 the ​Veterinary Journal​ found that within the top 50 dog breeds, each 
one has some sort of disorder thanks to inbreeding and the standard imposed by the kennel clubs 
which will be talked about in the next section (Anthes 2019). Because of inbreeding, the genetic 
diversity of these breeds have been severely cut because of the mixing of the same exact genes 
when blood relatives mate (Leroy ​et al.​ 2014). The effects of inbreeding have not been recently 
observed, they have been happening for a long time. In 1868, Charles Darwin “[hypothesized] 
that muscular defects in Scottish Deerhounds were related to their great size” (Asher ​et al. ​2009). 
Inbreeding may help breeders get the parents’ genes to be expressed in their grandchildren, but it 
causes more harm than good.  
Because inbreeding causes a lot of issues for purebreds and therefore forces owners to 
look into pet insurance. Pet insurance mostly covers sick appointments and emergencies which 
can be very useful if the inbred pet gets sick a lot. In Sweden, where more than half of the dogs 
are purebred, many owners purchase an insurance plane. As a result, more purebred dogs are on 
an insurance plan than mutts (unknown mixed breed) suggesting that purebred dogs are at higher 
risk of getting sick (Jeppsson 2014). Inbreeding causes many problems for issues for pets and 
forces owners to get pet insurance so that they do not have to pay a lot of money if their pet gets 
sick.  
Section 5: Looks over everything  
While inbreeding is the main issue for designer breeds, people manipulating what they 
want in their pet, but only with a focus on their looks rather than their function is an issue that 
does not have as massive consequences but has been going on for a long time. Humans have 
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been selectively breeding dogs for hundreds of years, starting with the gray wolf, which in turn 
led to the creation of over 400 dog breeds that exist today (Anthes 2019). While cats have been 
around humans longer but they were not selectively bred until 60 years ago (Rajewski 2013). At 
first both were bred in order to do certain functions like hunting or herding. There were even 
contests created in which the pets (mainly dogs), were tested in doing a certain function, 
however, the more popular contests are the conformation shows (Anthes 2019). There are many 
conformation shows that are shown live on the television and many tune into them to see all the 
different breeds. The winner usually makes headlines in the news and is hailed as the best of all 
the breeds in that specific kennel club. It is these clubs that “helped turn dogs [and cats] from 
working animals into ornaments” since many now focus on their looks more than anything else 
(Anthes 2019).  
It is not only the shows that cause people to want a certain breed, our psychological 
response plays a big role as well. Humans are always drawn to animals with small baby-like 
features which is why many humans love to see babies (Anthes 2019). Many dog and cat breeds 
have small round heads with a small nose, and as a result, a lot of people are attractive to those 
breeds and think that they are cute. This response evolved in humans in order for them to have 
the need to protect their babies and help them grow, however, this does not work in the pets’ 
favors. Because people love small, baby-like animals as stated earlier, breeders then created toy 
breeds which are smaller versions of existing breeds. This led to changes in many breeds in order 
to give them a more baby-like look (Anthes 2019). An example is the teacup breeds especially 
the Teacup Chihuahuas, who are extremely tiny, and are not recognized by kennel clubs because 
they do not want to encourage that type of breeding (Bernstein 2018). However, because they are 
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so small and compact, breeders will continue to breed them in order to get money. This caused 
many changes in certain breeds and brought on disastrous consequences to them.  
Humans are also physically changing aspects of their pets that they cannot change 
through breeding. In many breeds like the Boxer, Doberman, Rottweiler, and Australian 
Shepherd, breeders are cutting their tails or ‘docking’ in order to look more like the standard 
imposed by the kennel club, but the practice has no benefit to the animal itself (Anthes 2019). 
Docking occurs often when the offsprings are just in the first few weeks of their lives. There are 
21 states in the United States that regulate docking in some way, but only two states that focus 
on tail docking in dogs (AVMA 2019). These cosmetic changes often are only done in order to 
have the pet look more like the standard than for any functional purpose. Because many people 
prefer design over function, they look around the world to find a pet that fits their qualification of 
gender, temperament, looks, pedigree, etc. This leads to dogs and cats traveling to the United 
States from all around the world, even up to a day or longer to get to their future home (Bernstein 
2018). In 2018, Turkey, China, Korea, and the Middle East sent almost one million pets to the 
United States since these countries have breeders for many pet breeds that are not bred in the 
united States (Bernstein 87). Flying can be stressful for anyone, imagine flying as a pet with no 
knowledge of what is going on. People will do whatever they can to get the pet they want, even 
if it means having them shipped from a location that is very far and putting the pet through the 
stress.  
Many of the breeding practices, cosmetic procedures, and buying a pet from another 
country are all influenced by the media. The Border Collie’s popularity increased when ​Lassie 
Come Home​ came out in 1943, and the same thing happened to the Old English Sheepdog when 
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The Shaggy Dog ​came out, and the pet shows around the world are continuing that trend by 
showing the breeds off to the public (Bernstein 38). By having the choice of choosing a lot of 
aspects in their pets and wanting to get what is popular and the standard, many people are hurting 
the animals and its offspring without realizing it.  
Section 6: Purebred Health and the Bulldog’s Plea 
These breeding practices, the media and the standards created by kennel clubs have 
affected purebred pets. Pugs now have a twisted spin to go along with its twisted tail, 
Dachshunds now have spinal issues because their spine was lengthened, and the worst is the 
English Bulldog, who can barely breathe and are not born naturally (Anthes 2019). The Humane 
Society’s former chief executive Wayne Paccelle called the English Bulldog “the most extreme 
example of genetic manipulation in the dog-breeding world that results in congenital and 
hereditary problems” (Denizet-Lewis 2011). The breed grew in popularity from being ranked 
41st in 1973 in the AKC list of top 50 breeds to 6th in 2010 (Denizet-Lewis 2011). This led not 
only a lot more Bulldog breeding, but their features also became more exaggerated leading to 
more health problems (Denizet-Lewis 2011). Bulldogs are bulky dogs, and this affects their 
health even before they are born. Almost all Bulldogs are born via Cesarean Section because 
they are too big to be born naturally which not only puts a strain on the mother, but also on the 
puppies themselves (Anthes 2019).  
In life, they are most likely to die from respiratory illness because their noses are too 
small, and second most likely to die from genetic diseases (Denizet-Lewis 2011). The faces of 
the Bulldogs have become so squished in together that there is not enough space for everything 
and this makes them especially prone to “brachycephalic airway syndrome, which comprises a 
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series of respiratory abnormalities [that] affect the throat, nose and mouth” according to Dr. John 
Lewis, a veterinarian (Denizet-Lewis 2011). There are ways to fight this condition, surgeries in 
which the veterinarians cut open their nostrils allowing them to breath more, but putting them 
under anesthesia is a risk because their whole body would relax, causing their throat muscles to 
relax and close in on their small airways therefore any surgery involving Bulldogs is always 
considered high risk (Denzit-Lewis 2011). This in turns cost the owners more money because of 
the many precautions the veterinarians have to take.  
Uga, the Bulldog mascot of the University of Georgia, is a prime example of the breed’s 
change over time. With each generation of Uga there is a massive change in their appearance as 
seen in figure 5 (Denizet-Lewis 2011).  
 
[Figure 5 Ugas over time (Denizet-Lewis 2011)] 
Comparing specimen A (Uga I) who lived from 1956-1966 to D (Uga VIII) who lived just for 
two years, their legs have gotten shorter, the head more squished, and the breed has gotten 
progressive fatter (Denizet-Lewis 2011). The breed went through a massive change that is costly 
as now many Bulldogs are not living for as long as they used to. This shows that the breed needs 
help and humans should find ways to improve the breed and save many lives and future lives.  
Purebred felines, like dogs, are affected by genetic disorders. According to the Online 
Mendelian Inheritance in Animals (OMIA), cats are “threatened by genetic disorders with more 
than 250 inherited disorders” as a result of inbreeding throughout the history of many cat breeds 
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(Leroy ​et al.​ 2014). The same study found that Devon Rexes could have an inbred perfect of 
almost 23% in their 2nd or 3rd generation population and the Maine Coon reached almost 8% 
(Leroy ​et al.​ 2014). It also saw that the average coancestry (same allele from ancestor) was 
always smaller than the inbreeding percentage which means that they have the familiar genes 
thanks to the breeding of close family members or constantly reproducing among a small 
population (Leroy ​et al.​ 2014). This means that many cats have the genes of a cat that was 
somehow inbred at one point, including Mr. Cat.  
Dogs have also been affected by inbreeding and shown in a study. It was found that 
German Shepherds have the greatest number in inherited disorders (Asher ​et al. ​2009). The 
police force who uses German Shepherds do not pick any that fit the standard set by kennel 
clubs, instead they use German Shepherds that resemble how the breed used to look like before 
the changes (BBC One 2008). This is done to avoid having dogs that are affected by genetic 
disorders on the job as that would affect their performance. Not surprising, the Poddle, Bulldog, 
and Pug were the top three breeds that have disorders directly because of breeding to kennel club 
standards (Asher ​et al. ​2009). Of the top 50 dog breeds in the world, 14 are considered to be 
brachycephalic (having small skulls like the Bulldog) and are prone to have respiratory problems 
because of the small skulls (Asher ​et al.​ 2009). The King Charles Cavalier Spaniel is one of the 
extreme cases of suffering due to being a brachycephalic. Its skull has been getting smaller and 
smaller, to the point where many are suffering from neurological issues because their brains do 
not have any space and are squished by the skull (BBC One 2008). The only solution is to 
remove a portion of the skull, but it is very risky and many die during or after surgery (BBC One 
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2008). The breeding practices and standards put forth by kennel clubs have created a lot of 
problems and suffering for pets, which shortens and affects their quality of life.  
Section 7: Crossbred Health  
Intentionally crossbred pets do not escape from reckless breeding methods. Conron, the 
creator of the Labradoodle, called the breed “his ‘life’s regret’ and he has not ‘[gotten] a clue’ 
why people are still breeding them” (BBC). He, like others, have seen that many of the new 
crossbreeds that exist are affected with many health problems like the purebreds and that 
breeders are only breeding them to get money (BBC). Not every crossbred dog would have the 
same genes expressed. For example the Labradoodle, by mixing an allergenic Labrador, with a 
hypoallergenic poodle, the best case is that all puppies are born hypoallergenic and heterozygous 
with the hypoallergenic gene being dominant (Smith 2019). However, by crossing a 
heterozygous with a heterozygous, you would only get 3/4ths of the puppies born hypoallergenic 
and 1/4th of them would be allergenic (Smith 2019). 
Even though many believe that crossbred pets are generally healthier than purebreds, that 
is not always the case. If you breed a crossbred with another crossbred, then there is a chance 
that the puppies could get health problems from the two original breeds used for the cross (Smith 
2019). For example, Labradoodle puppies could be unlucky and get hip dysplasia if both 
Labrador and Poodle parents are carriers (Buzhardt 2016). Even the Ashera cat, as long as it can 
live, can be very hyper due to its Serval and Leopard nature and could cause problems for the 
owners to the point where they would have to seek out help from a behaviorist or decide to 
rehome the cat (Associated Press 2007). While breeding two different animals together could 
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create healthier offspring, it could mean a lot more problems for the future generations and can 
even bring behavioral issues that could be too much for the owners.  
Section 8: Personal Experience to Designer Breeds 
Working in an all feline veterinary clinic, I have seen my share of purebred and crossbred 
kittens. Recently, I saw a 18wk male purebred Siberian kitten, and a 22wk male Toyger 
(American Shorthair/Bengal mix). The Toyger was very healthy, and needed to be neutered. He 
was very energetic and often annoyed the other cats that live with him. The exam was uneventful 
and the kitten was given a clean bill of health. He was then neutered and that also was 
uneventful. The Siberian on the other hand, had lots of trouble. He had a heart murmur and 
according to the breeder a littermate also had a murmur. The patient was not neutered so the 
client would most likely have to pay for an echocardiogram and anesthetic. We then found that 
the kitten had anemia and was not growing or gaining weight. The breeder then told the client 
that a littermate of the patient had Feline Infectious Peritonitis (FIP) which is a very fatal feline 
coronavirus strain that travels via feces or via mother to kitten from the placenta (Levy​ ​2018). It 
is an extremely fatal disease, with 95% of those infected with it dying (Levy 2018). The client 
decided to return the kitten to the breeder and in exchange for a new kitten. This shows that 
purebreds have a lot of genetic issues which can be damaging to their health and can cut their life 
very short and shows how breeders view the offspring they sell more as products rather than 
pets.  
Section 9: Pricey Pets 
Another issue for designer breeds is the price people are willing to pay for them. There 
are breeders who want to create a new breed of a pet so that people could pay a lot of money for 
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it (Bernstein 64). On the other hand, there are people who are willing to get an exotic looking pet 
in order to become famous on social media, as there are many pet accounts that have many 
followers and sponsors. The Ashera cat from earlier sells for almost $28,000 USD, even more if 
you want a hypoallergenic cat (Associated Press 2007). The company, Lifestyle Pets of 
California expects to sell around 50 of them each year, that is almost $1.4 million USD a year 
(Associated Press 2007). Purebreds are sold at expensive prices as well. A King Charles Cavalier 
Spaniel goes for between $1,800 to $3,500 USD making it the 9th most expensive breed (Jeng 
2019). The price accounts for the time, effort, and any veterinary cost the breeder put in for the 
offspring. Similarly, the Bulldog is 7th and ranges from being sold at $1,500 to $4,000 USD 
(Jeng 2019). It is more expensive due to most likely being born via cesarean and any health 
problems that had to be addressed. The most expensive dog ever sold was a purebred, 
pure-golden haired Tibetan Mastiff puppy in 2004. He was sold for over $1.95 million USD 
(Jeng 2019). 
It is incredible to see how much people are willing to pay for a pet just on its looks alone, 
without realizing just how expensive having a designer pet can be. The fee only covers the pet 
when it reaches the age where it can be separated from its mother, the owner would then have to 
pay for all of the pets’ vaccines and spay/neuter surgery if they do not want their pet to have their 
own offspring. This can account for a lot more money than what the owner expected to pay, 
which can lead to regret and have the owners rehome or leave their pet at the shelter.  
Section 10: Ways to help 
Purebred and Crossbred pets alike suffer through many reckless uses of breeding, they 
are then forced to suffer their whole lives with disorders and illness that can only be managed 
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and not cured. Paccelle spoke at a conference saying that “inbreeding and other reckless breeding 
practices may not be as bloody as dog fighting or as painful to look at like puppy mills, but they 
may ultimately cause even more harm to the well-being of dogs [and cats]” (Denizet-Lewis 
2011). There has to be changes made in order to help the dogs and cats live in a life of health and 
not one of pain.  
One way is to genetically test all breeding males and females to ensure that the offspring 
are healthy. These tests provide a lot of information, it may include breed-specific genotypic 
tests or phenotypic examinations of, for example eyes, hips, elbows, [etc]” (Bell 2011). These 
tests can tell breeders which dog [or cat] is a carrier of a certain disorder which can help save 
countless lives of offspring who are born into a painful life. Many researchers like Bell suggest 
making the price of the genetic testing between $35 to $75 USD in order to make it easier for 
breeders to test their pets (Bell 2011). The cost of testing deters many breeders from getting the 
tests  done. This burden of testing should not only fall on the breeders, owners and veterinarians 
should be involved as well. Potential owners should make sure that the parents of the puppy or 
kitten that they want to buy have been tested to ensure their new pet will not have any genetic 
problems, and that veterinarians should tell owners exactly what testing should be done for their 
pet’s breed (Bell 2011). Genetic testing could help breeders know exactly which pair they can 
breed without any problems and can help improve the quality of the breeds overall.  
Another solution is to change the standards imposed by the kennel clubs. They put in 
standards that force the breeds to change for the worst. According to Philosopher Sofia Jeppsson, 
there is a “correlation between breeding for conformation and mental health problems in dogs” 
which shows that the standards are causing dogs who are bred for the competitions to have 
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neurological issues (Jeppsson 2014). Not to mention by creating programs that can monitor the 
health of pets and how breeders bred them, this could lead to an improvement in all of the pets 
within the programs (Jeppsson 2014).  
Another solution is to stop inbreeding altogether. There should be attention put on 
breeders who follow in this practice and stop them from continuing the practice (Leroy ​et al. 
2014). There should be standards of breeding put into place for breeders to follow and to make 
sure that they are not inbreeding their pets. This would also help bring pairs who are genetically 
different (same breed but not related) together which would then help increase the genetic 
variation of each breed, similar to what zoos do with animals in their conservation programs. By 
imposing these solutions, it would help improve the quality of life for many breeds and ensure a 
life of happiness and health.  
Pets provide comfort and companionship to humans, but it is not fair for humans to create 
these companions and force them to look a certain way and then to suffer because of it. Pets 
should not be forced to breed with a relative or a wild species. Pets should not have to conform 
to the standards of a kennel club. It does not make sense to put our companions, our family 
through that. Animals can be useful depending on the task at hand, but they cannot be bred 
recklessly and then be expected to do the task. By having a pet, one is bringing basically a 
companion into their lives, and therefore they should protect and treat them like family and not 
force them to do things that are unethical to humans. Now that we started with designer breeds, it 
is time to go into the world of designer babies.   
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Chapter 2: Designer Babies Next 
   Section 1: Entering the World of Designer Babies  
Like many animals, the goal of the human species is to find a mate, reproduce, and bring 
a new generation that will help advance human society as a whole. As technology among other 
aspects of human life advances, there is a large emphasis on children becoming successful in all 
aspects of their lives. Growing up, I have seen parents of friends pressuring them to study in a 
field or get a job that would give them more money rather than joy. It has reached the point in 
many situations where the parents control every single aspect of their children's lives in order to 
get them at a level in which the parents would be happy about, many times not paying mind to 
the children’s thoughts and feelings.  
Parents may soon be able to have more control over the future of their children. Advances 
in technology are making the once science fiction idea of manipulating human genes more of a 
reality. Through the implementation of the World War II idea of eugenics, to the use of CRISPR 
on embryos, the world is changing. By giving people the power to manipulate every single gene 
in their child’s DNA, it gives parents a new power, something more than just keeping them in a 
safe environment and stops them from getting hurt (Agar 1995). It will give parents the power to 
create what they believe is the perfect child and give them genes that will help them influence 
their child to be what their parents want them to be. This will bring up more pressure, pain, and 
suffering to the children and affect the future generation in a negative way. Children will lose 
their childhood and have to do whatever their parents want them to do, which can negatively 
affect their mental health as they would have to give up their passions to make their parents 
happy.  
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Section 2: We All are Designer Babies  
Like designer breeds, there exists ​designer babies​. According to Steinbock (2008), this 
term mainly describes the process of “genetic interventions into pre-implantation embryos in the 
attempt to influence the traits the resulting children will have” (Steinbock 2008).  Basically “a 
child of one’s choosing” (Sas and Lawrenz 2017). Parents can pick and choose what genes they 
want their child to be expressed, from wanting to change the genes to reverse a genetic disorder, 
to changing genes to change the child’s personality, or even change the way they look.  
The term does only apply to genetically modified embryos, some argue that all humans 
can be considered as designer babies to an extent. As we humans turn to finding the person that 
we are attracted to the most to have children, it could be based on personality or looks. 
Psychologist Steven Pinker viewed those who were rejected by people as potential mates as 
“victims of the human drive to exert control over half the genes of one’s future children” 
(Steinbock 2008). We are choosing a certain person in order to have children that have the same 
qualities of their parents. While this view is true and that we are designer babies, however this is 
not the genetically modified designer babies aspect that will be talked about in the rest of this 
chapter, however it is good to view all aspects of designer babies. As technology advances, this 
idea has been taken to the extreme to create ideal children.  
Section 3: Designer Babies Origins 
In the 1880s, selective breeding in humans began to change and extremes were reached. 
In 1883, Sir Francis Galton introduced the world to eugenics. Eugenics, the idea that only those 
who are deemed genetically healthy should reproduce while those with mental and physical 
disorders should not (Sandel 63). Galton’s research led to the Nazis adopting the practice during 
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the Holocaust where they worked to sterlize lare numbers of Jewish people, as well as people 
with mental and physical disorders in order to achieve their goal of a pure blooded Aryan race 
(Lifton 1986). Even after all the horrors involved with forced sterilization of large populations, it 
was something that was continued in modern times. In the 1980s, the government in countries 
like Singapore, even ​offered​ money to women who did not get a decent education in order for 
them ​to sterilize themselves voluntarily (Sandel 69). This shows just how far some people were 
willing to go in order to stop those who are deemed inferior from reproducing. They wanted the 
best to have children to keep the population going.  
Around the same time eugenics was coined, artificial insemination began and changed 
the baby producing world forever. In 1884, Dr. William Pancoast took semen from a person in 
his class and injected it into a woman who was married to another man (Dr. Pancoast did not get 
consent from neither the husband nor wife to inject her with another man’s sperm) and she 
successfully became pregnant (Sas and Lawrenz 2017). This allowed not only couples in which 
the male was infertile to be able to have a child, but it also opened the world to sperm banks. 
Sperm banks allow couples and single women to pick semen from a man they deemed to be right 
for them. There were from 50 to 150 babies born per year in 1934, this number has since 
expanded to an estimated 60,000 babies per year in modern times (Sas and Lawrenz 2017; Mroz 
2019). In 1953, it became possible to use frozen sperm which allowed sperm banks to store up 
sperm of multiple men and keep them stored (Sas and Lawrenz 2017). The use of donated sperm 
along with eugenics helped to jump start the designer baby craze and brought the idea to designer 
babies to a new extreme.  
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Section 4: IVF and PGD-the Catalyst of Designer Babies  
Thanks to the advancements in keeping sperm frozen and viable long enough to be 
inserted into fertile females, in-vitro fertilization (IVF) helped drive designer babies closer and 
closer to reality. Once scientists found ways to freeze sperm and keep it viable to be used for 
future insemination, they then turned to working to see if the same can be done for female eggs. 
After many trials, scientists were able to create the first baby, Louise Joy Brown, in 1978 via 
IVF. IVF, is often used to help women whose fallopian tubes are causing problems and affecting 
fertility, and also help couples who want to use a surrogate who can carry the baby for the couple 
(Sas and Lawrenz 2017). This became a game changer as women who suffered through fertility 
issues could now have her eggs harvested, fertilized, and then implanted in hope that anyone of 
those embryos will develop into a baby. The implementation of IVF has allowed many women 
who wanted to have a baby to achieve their dream. IVF also provided an opportunity for 
scientists to be able to do genetic manipulation of the embryos before implantation, taking 
another important step towards designer babies.  
In addition to manipulating the embryo before implantation, clinicians also evaluate 
genetic data of embryos conceived through traditional methods. Doctors typically take genetic 
material from the amniotic sac of a fetus or placenta to help parents see if their child will be born 
with a genetic defect. In IVF, pre-implantation genetic diagnosis (PGD) can help parents 
determine the genetic makeup of their child before the embryo is implanted in the womb (Borry 
and Matthijs 2016). PGD is used mainly by couples undergoing IVF who are at risk of passing 
down a genetic defect to their children. The test, according to Alan Handyside, a gynecological 
researcher, involves “the removal or biopsy of one or more cells from each embryo for genetic 
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analysis and the selection of unaffected embryos for transfer into the mother’s womb (Handyside 
2018). This means that the scientist fertilizes a batch of eggs and then tests the genetic makeup of 
each embryo, and then a batch of embryos that are deemed to be okay are implanted into the 
mother to maximize the chance that at least one embryo is accepted by the mother’s womb and 
develops into a baby. This test however, leads to many embryos lost due to not being implanted 
for being genetically undesirable, meaning it has or is a carrier of a genetic defect, which in turns 
lowers the success rate of IVF to 20% each cycle (Borry and Mattijs 2016). Not only does PGD 
help with deciding which embryos are healthy enough to be implanted, it also helps with other 
aspects. By obtaining the genetic makeup of the group of embryos, the scientists can interpret the 
results and see which embryos are genetically male and female, thus giving the parents a choice 
of which healthy gendered embryo they want implanted (Borry and Mattijs 2016; Fox 2010). 
Choosing a donor or a mate is the first form of genetic manipulation of a pair’s child, while PGD 
can be viewed as the second form and a much more advanced form compared to the first.  
Many undergo PGD in order to make sure their children are healthy, but also because we 
as humans have to heal our sick children. This in terms implies that there is, as Philosopher 
Michael Sandel puts it, “an obligation to enhance a healthy [child], to maximize his or her 
potential for success in life” (Sandel 47). This leads to people wanting to change their children’s 
DNA for the better. There are also those who genetically alter their children for different reasons. 





Section 5: Reasons for Genetic Manipulation of Babies 
Some people genetically manipulate their children’s DNA in order to make everyone’s 
lives easier to live. Sharon Duchesneau and her wife Candy McCullough were a deaf couple 
looking to have a child via artificial insemination (Sandel 1). Deafness can be caused by many 
reasons, one of the reasons being inherited by a carrier. In the case of Duchesneau and 
McCullough, they viewed deafness as “a cultural identity, not a disability to be cured” and 
therefore wanted a child who is also deaf (Sandel 1). Though this may sound like a disability to 
some, it would be easier for a deaf couple to raise a child who is also deaf, as having a speaking 
child might be difficult for them. A speaking child would have to learn both the English 
language and American Sign Language which can be hard on them at first, and hard on the deaf 
parents trying to teach a non-deaf child how to speak if they cannot. Duchesneau and 
McCullough chose a sperm donor who had a genetic history of deafness (Sandel 1) They then 
had a baby, Gauvin, who was born deaf (Sandel 1). This is an example of many couples who 
would manipulate their children’s genes in order for them to live life in a way that works for the 
parents and their culture.  
Unlike the previous example where parents chose a child with a disability, some parents 
seek children who can cure disabilities in their other children. There is always the chance that a 
child is born with an impairment and there is also the chance that the impairment can be solved 
with stem cells along with other genetic samples. This has led to many people having another 
child in order to help another one of their children as they can harvest the new child’s stem cells. 
Stem cells are often used to help cure many diseases and are harvested from the newborn's 
umbilical cord blood as it is easy to get and does not involve any procedure done on the newborn 
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(Weiss and Troyer 2006). This idea has even gone into popular media with movies and books 
like ​My Sister’s Keeper​. There are organizations all over the world like the Human Fertilisation 
and Embryology Authority (HEFA) in the United Kingdom who regulate testing of tissue 
compatibility in embryos (Johnson 2010). They were a roadblock, stopping many parents from 
testing embryos of potential future children until about 2004 when HEFA changed their decision 
and are letting parents do this type of PGD to see if it will help their sick child (William 2004). 
This was a large breakthrough for many families. HEFA changed their decision due to evidence 
from a study showing that even though PGD testing might be invasive, it “did no harm to the 
[embryos] and were acceptable if they might save a child’s life” (Williams 2004). Now there are 
families who are able to pursue their dreams of not only having a new baby within the family, 
but also of finding a cure for their sick child as well.  
There are many families who turn to IVF and PGD in order to help create a baby that will 
be a match for their sick child. Adam Nash was an example of a new baby helping cure the 
disease of an older sibling. The Nash Family had an older child diagnosed with ​Fanconi’s 
anemia​ which required a bone marrow donation to save her (Crockin 2001). Unfortunately, 
neither parent was a match (Crockin 2001). Like many parents in this situation, they turned to 
creating their own child. The Nash Family wanted another child and saw this as a chance to help 
their older child as well. They turned to IVF and PGD testing to make sure at least one of the 15 
embryos that they fertilized would have helped their older child (Crockin 2001). WIth PGD they 
found an embryo that would be a perfect match, and Adam was born blood from his umbilical 
cord was transplanted to his sister (Wolf ​et al.​ 2003). This made headline news as this was the 
first time an embryo was hand-picked to “save the life of an existing person” (Crockin 2001). 
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This situation showed families that they can create a new life in order to help their other child 
and brought a new way of creating designer babies to the world. 
Section 6: The CRISPR-Cas9 System 
Aside from using IVF and PGD to hand-pick a child from an embryo, the advancement of 
modern technology made it possible to even go as far as to change the DNA of an embryo to 
exhibit traits that are not even exhibited by the parents or extended families. This is all thanks to 
the CRISPR-Cas 9 system.  Bioethicist Matthew Liao viewed it as a system which “made it easy, 
[cheaper than other systems], and fast to delete certain genes and insert new ones” (Liao 2019). 
The system is made up of two different parts that each serve a special purpose. The CRISPR part 
stands for Clustered Regularly Interspaced Short Palindromic Repeat, which are DNA chunks 
that are spaced evenly and are repeated which can help guide RNA and other enzymes to find a 
certain piece of DNA that will be changed which will be in between the DNA chunks  (Liao 
2009). The second part of the system is the Cas9 which is a CRISPR-associated protein that can 
find the DNA that will be modified and cut it out or replace it with another piece of DNA (Liao 
2019). Basically the Cas9 protein goes and finds the DNA that is in between the CRISPR DNA 
nucleotides and modifies it. This system, created by Jennifer Doudna and Emmanuelle 
Charpentier, allowed scientists to go in and remove genes that could otherwise be harmful 
(Greely 2019). This can be very useful for disorders caused by a single cell either being deleted, 
replaced, or switched with another gene, however, this cannot be done for disorders that are 
caused by multiple genes which researchers are still trying to figure out (Gumer 2019). 
CRISPR-Cas9 can help cure diseases like Tay-Sachs, and Cystic Fibrosis because they are 
caused by a single genes not working, while diseases like Heart Disease, Type 2 Diabetes, and 
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even Obesity are caused by multiple genes not working and thus is too complex for 
CRISPR-Cas9 to cure (Gumer 2019; Genetics Home 2020).  
The idea of changing a certain gene for a certain look, even for a certain personality trait 
is very possible now thanks to CRISPR-Cas9. However, the idea of changing a certain gene for a 
certain look, even for a certain personality is very possible now thanks to this advancement in 
science. Studies found that with CRISPR-Cas9, it is possible to delete or disable some genes in 
animals which can change how they look (Lanphier ​et al.​ 2015). This shows that similar studies 
and procedures can be done in humans, however none have been officially done yet. However, 
many people like Merle Berger who works with a network of fertility clinics predict that “people 
might pick and choose eye color and eventually intelligence” once researchers figure out how to 
use CRISPR-Cas9 effectively to do that (Regalado 2015). However, if parents use CRISPR-Cas9 
to make children smarter by raising their IQ, it would affect the child and put them at risk of 
mental issues according to studies that were conducted (Gumer 2019). While the system brought 
on potential changes for the world of genetic manipulation, it also brought upon a lot of 
uncertainty to many researchers.  
With the possibility of changing the DNA of a baby and what he/she looks like, many 
researchers viewed the CRISPR-Cas9 system as the leading force that can create the perfect 
baby. On November 25, 2018, He Jiankui attempted to do just that. He described the creation of 
healthy twin girls who were born the month prior to an HIV-positive father and HIV-negative 
mother (Greely 2019). It was found that He used CRISPR-Cas9 to remove 32 nucleotide base 
pairs from the CCR5 gene found in Chromosome 3, it was said this deletion of the base pairs 
would stop T Cells created from the gene could not be able to become infected with HIV thus 
34 
stopping the virus from affecting other genes (Greely 2019). This however was proven to be 
false in future research (Greely 2019). This was viewed as groundbreaking, two healthy lives 
being born without running the risk of becoming infected with HIV since they were at risk due to 
their father being HIV-positive. This could be a turning point for many couples affected with not 
only HIV, but also for couples affected by other disorders as the CRISPR-Cas9 system advances. 
He has not released any reports or any genetic information on the girls themselves or if they were 
infected with HIV or not (Greely 2019). This is a very new situation and only with more 
information can we determine whether or not these girls have been born. This is a very important 
event, it was the first time CRISPR-Cas9 has been used to create a new life with genetic changes 
that are not to cure a genetic disorder but rather allow a couple who could not have a baby first to 
now have one. At the end of the day however, if this is all true, it is a huge step for 
CRISPR-Cas9 and the journe for some people to create their perfect child. 
Section 7: Should We Genetically Modify Our Children? 
Now we will go from talking about the methods to genetically modifying to if we should 
genetically modify our children. Unless there is a medical reason for manipulating or even 
editing the genes of a child, families ​should not ​undergo PGD and IVF, nor use CRISPR-Cas9 
just to have a baby that has a certain trait that they want. It causes unnecessary pressures on the 
child, it forces them to live a life that is not meant for them, and it can be very expensive, 
therefore only a certain population can be able to afford it which causes a massive disconnect in 
the human population. Without proper regulation, more and more create what they believe is the 
perfect child, and could even bring about a new species of humans. 
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By using these methods, mainly the PGD and IVF, parents can even affect the genetic 
diversity of humans, some genes/traits would be considered undesirable and then would be 
deleted to the point they would not occur naturally. It can even affect sex ratios in some 
populations. In populations like China and India, many families would prefer having males 
instead of females and with the use of PGD and even CRISPR-Cas9 in the future (Sandel 22). 
Families could pick the male embryos or even change the females to become genetically male 
(Sandel 22). In an ecological point of view, this would cause massive problems as there would 
not be enough women for males and as a result, there would be many males who would not be 
able to have babies and to share his genes with the future generation.  
I have seen many classmates whose parents push them to be successful, some even 
pushed to a point of pressure. Imagine being this kind of parent, who could have the power to 
change their child’s genes? CRISPR could potentially lead to parents changing their looks, 
personality, even their intelligence (Lanphier ​et al.​2015). This could change the relationship 
between parents and their children.  
To many parents, life has become a competition to get their children to be the best out of 
a group of children. From hiring tutors, to putting them into expensive preschools, parents are 
willing to do ​anything​ so that their children can be successful (Sandel 51). Allowing parents to 
genetically alter their children, would lead to a constant battle of parents trying to one up each 
other. This would not only affect the child by pressuring them to do great because that is why 
they are ​made​ to do, it would also change other aspects of life for other human beings. Many turn 
to sports as a means to become rich, famous, and successful. If parents turn to genetically 
modifying their children to become great athletes, it would make sports less entertaining because 
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it would no longer be a show of skills improving over time (Sandel 28). Having genetically 
modified athletes would take a lot away from sports, the athletes would reach a point where they 
cannot become better and end up staying at a stalemate which would make sports less 
entertaining. As many would love to have the child they want, it could just bring issues that can 
be avoided by not genetically modifying their children.  
It is not only the idea of choosing genders, or trying to one up one another in order to get 
the child they want is an issue with designer babies, but it is also the price that is causing an 
issue. IVF is expensive, costing between $12,000 to $17,000 USD per time the couple gets a 
batch of embryos implanted (Gumer 2019). If couples wanted to do PGD on the embryos before 
implantation, that would be at least between $4,000 to $10,000 USD alongside the cost of IVF 
(PGD San Diego). It could cost between $16,000 to well over $20,000 USD to have a child 
under IVF and PGD which is not always successful. The CRISPR-Cas9 system looks to be just 
as expensive or even more than the IVF/PGD (Sythego), Pricing is always a slippery slope as 
companies are the ones who can set the price. However they tend to put the prices high in order 
to get a big profit. As a result, the cost of these systems only allow those from higher economic 
classes to utilize them and leaves those in lower economic classes to just have children the 
natural way. This would cause a large divide among classes, the rich would be genetically 
modified and looked upon as ​perfect​ to the poor who would be born with ​undesirable​ traits. This 
could even lead to speciation in human beings if the said division occurs. Genetically modifying 
or manipulating one’s embryos can seem very scary to many people, it is like playing as God for 
this small precious life. However, like many things in this world it can be abused and used for 
personal gain rather than being helpful. It can affect human populations’ sex ratios, it can change 
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how parents treat their children, it could change sports forever and can even cause division 
among humans. The only way to stop the abuse of these systems is for people to not use the 
system unless medically necessary. These tools have the potential to save so many lives, and it 
should be kept that way, it should not be used to enhance babies. The love for a child should be 
natural and not because they look a certain way or because they can do something. There is no 
need to change an embryo unless it is a sick embryo or it is used to help save another child like 
Adam Nash. It would cause more harm than good to the child.  Strict regulations should be put in 
place in order to make sure families do not abuse this system or try to find loopholes. There is a 
long way to go for these systems before they can be perfect and be useful for those who need it. 
Designer babies is a very broad term, it fits for those who were created to give stem cells 
to an older sibling, for those who were genetically altered in order to avoid being stricken with a 
terrible disease, and for those who are altered to fit a certain look or trait. While the systems 
created chances of saving lives, many look to it as a means for their own personal gain. 
CRISPR-Cas9 is what will lead to genetically altered embryos, it is still fairly new, but there is 
news of its success, however ​how ​the success was brought in is still questioned. There are many 
new technologies waiting to be discovered that can continue the science of altering embryos, 
however that should stick to helping potentially sick babies rather than just design them for no 
reason.   
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Chapter 3: Connections and Arguments 
As shown in the last two chapters, designer breeds and designer babies involve 
different species, but in reality, the process in which we get these two designer species is quite 
similar. Both involve gene manipulation, getting certain genes to be expressed in order to create 
what the parents or breeder thinks is the perfect baby or pet. However these practices can bring a 
lot of negative consequences. Breeder designer breeds leads to inbreeding and changing how a 
pet looks physically with the kennel club standards which can lead to genetic disorders and 
physical changes which can bring pain, suffering, and can shorten the quality of life of each pet. 
Not to mention that these changes can then give a breed a negative reputation of being an 
unhealthy breed when it is not their fault. While designer babies may bring babies being cured 
from genetic disorders. However, the changes may reach an extreme and babies with no issues 
would be changed only to look a certain way or act a certain way to fit with their parents’ ideas. 
Both designer species can bring a lot of negative consequences which cause people to look at 
them negatively. 
Many philosophers and people who use a philosophical approach view these negatives as 
extreme enough to the point where many believe these gene manipulations should not be done in 
the first place. Along with those that are against it, there are those who are for these gene 
manipulations and think that they are useful, however in this chapter those ideas will be argued 
upon not only by the knowledge found in my research, but also from experiences I had working 




Section 1: Designer Breeds and Babies Connected 
Designer breeds and designer babies start out with an idea; for breeds it is what a certain 
dog or cat would look like with certain features, and for babies it is what a person’s child would 
look like or live if they had a certain parent or if a certain genetic gene was edited out. Humans 
created new breeds of pets, to fulfill different work needs and to provide companionship or even 
just look a certain way for people. When it comes to children, it is not only curiosity that drives 
parents to wanting to change the child’s genes, it is also the maternal and paternal instinct to 
protect their child. 
Imagine if your child was suffering through a genetic disorder that will affect them for 
the rest of their life. Would you do whatever you could in order to help them? Many would say 
yes and even turn to genetically altering their child’s genes if the genetic disorder was caught 
early enough. Some parents would even pick the healthiest embryo out of a group of fertilized 
embryos in order to prevent the disorder in the first place. With how many of the purebreds and 
crossbred animals are healthwise, many people and breeders are working to improve the breeds 
by breeding the animals in a more ethical way.  
Having an idea is not the only aspect that is similar between designer breeds and designer 
babies, it is also the methods and the avoidance of genetic disorders that are similar. Both go 
through selective breeding in order to get the type of baby or pet that a person wants. Legitimate 
breeders would often look at a dog’s or cat’s phenotype or their looks and then decide based on 
their looks, that a certain male should mate with a certain female (Bernstein 19). Others would 
also do the genetic testing as described in Bell (2011) in order to make sure that the animals will 
not bring any genetic disorder to the offspring (Bell 2011). This is done in order to continue on a 
40 
certain look in a breed, to continue the standard of the breed in order for the offspring to 
participate in conformation shows. This is done with humans as well. Stated in the last chapter, 
humans tend to pick and choose who they want to date, marry and then have children with 
(Steinbock 2008). They will go for the person that they believe has a phenotype that they are 
attracted to, and have traits that they would like to be passed down to their children. Then 
depending on their known history, they can test and make sure their embryos are not affected 
with a genetic defect and if they are, the parents have the chance to cure it. This is why designer 
babies are slowly gaining popularity.  Selectively choosing for a trait in both dogs and cats, and 
in humans show that the process of getting designer babies and breeders are very similar. 
It is not only the physical traits that people selectively breed for and the avoidance of 
genetic disorders in both babies and pets, parents and owners can also choose for personality 
traits and intelligence. In sperm banks like Cryobank in California give couples the option to 
choose the sperm from a selection of men, each stating how they look like and their occupation 
and education (Sandel 73-74). This allows couples to choose the smartest sperm available in 
hopes of having a child who is just as smart. CRISPR-Cas9 might be able to do that once the 
technology has advanced enough. The same is done for pets as well. Breeders would breed the 
nicest, calmest, and smartest pets in hope that their offspring would have the same temperament. 
Pet owners and parents  want their pets and their children to become smart, successful, easy 
going, and easy to train. This shows again that both designer species undergo the same 
selectively breeding ideas in order to create the perfect child and pet. However, technology still 
need to advance more in order to reach this point, mainly with humans, but the ethics of this 
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should be talked about before we are blindsided when it reaches that and everyone goes and does 
it 
Section 2: Philosophers on Designer Babies 
Many philosophers have stated their opinions on both designer species, many focusing on 
the negative aspects rather than the positive aspects. Through my research, there were many 
philosophers who had a focus on designer babies, however, there were not a lot of philosophers 
focusing on designer breeds, but given my research and what a few of those philosophers will 
say, I will give a philosopher’s perspective on designer breeds while also using my veterinary 
knowledge.  
The topic of designer babies had a lot of philosophers talk and go against it. Many view it 
as more of a potential risk to human society rather than something that can be useful. Some of 
them focus on how the family treats the designer baby, while others focus more on the impact of 
designer babies on the next generation of humans and all of human society. Overall,  they believe 
that these edits done to the children would be an extremely horrible idea because it would cause 
parents to take radical control over their children, it would show that the parents do not accept 
the child how they are, and it could lead to class divisions among humans.  
Michael Sandel is a big opponent of designer babies, he believed that as a result of being 
altered, the children will grow up in a life where they are controlled and not free. He proposed 
the ethics of giftedness which he believed that “to appreciate our children as gifts as to accept 
them as they come, not as objects of our design or products of our will or instruments of our 
ambition” which shows that he had taken an ethical point of view against designer babies 
(Steinbock 2008). This basically means that Sandel wants people to accept their children as gifts, 
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and should not be changed as people do not go and change gifts just because they do not like it or 
to change it to fit their lifestyle. Sandel also takes a religious perspective, if one genetically alters 
what God intended their child to have then humans “confuse [their] role with God” and that they 
should not act like God (Sandel 85). He believed that what we get from birth should not be taken 
as something small that can be changed with the ever advancing technology, what we are given 
can be considered as gifts. And gifts are really significant, and are something that are given 
naturally, so why would one take something so natural and change it? It would be throwing a 
perfectly good gift away. That is what Sandel is trying to say.  
   Along with the ethics of gifts, Sandel views designer babies as a portal into difficult 
questions on the ethical responsibilities parents have on their children. While it is a great idea to 
alter the embryo’s genetic makeup ​if​ they have a genetic disorder that will make their lives 
tough, this may make “parents feel compelled to spend a fortune to make perfectly healthy kids a 
few inches taller [for example]” (Sandel 18-19). This changes the whole ethics of responsibility 
for the parents, if parents intervene to help kids who will be suffering, should parents of healthy 
kids do the same to make them better?  
Sandel then focuses on the effects on the children if they are changed genetically. When 
they are changed, it is the parents who tell the scientist the blueprints for their child, because of 
this, growing up, the child will not be free and will be under their parents’ control. Sandel 
believes that the child will grow up and be forced to live the life that they were made to live 
(Sandel 17). For example, a child whose genes were altered in order to be really good at music 
would then be forced by his/her parents to spend their lives involved in music, while not paying 
attention to any other interest that the child may have (Sandel 7). Another example could be 
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parents creating a child to be athletic and then push him/her to do sports and for them to give up 
the Drama club even if it is their passion (Steinbock 2008). It would also even affect how the 
children perceive others. By changing them and having them live a life where they are made to 
do something well would change how they view those less fortunate (Sandel 89). An example 
would be a rich child who was made to be really smart would look down upon those who are not 
as smart and whose family did not have money to make them smart before birth. This would then 
lead to a shift to how they will view each other and how they view others which can lead to a 
division among the population. 
Philosopher Jürgen Habermas agreed with Sandel in terms of how the life of the child 
would be if their genes are altered before being born. He believed that the child would be forced 
to live the life their parents wanted them to live and they would be stopped from “[conceiving] of 
[themselves] as authors of [their] own lives” (Fox 2010). The child would have no say in what 
they want to do, they have to follow their parents because that is how children are brought up, to 
listen to their parents. While normal parents would encourage their child to pursue a certain field, 
these parents would force the child to do what they want, and they would make the child give up 
what they think does not fit with them. Habermas thought that the latter is much worse. He also 
knew that the act of genetically altering the embryo’s DNA would not determine how the child 
would live, it can be seen as an excuse for the parents to control their children (Fox 2010). For 
example, if an embryo was altered to have a high IQ, then it would be a waste of time for the 
child to do something other than excelling at school. Habermas argues that if the child knows 
that their genes have been changed and that their parents are controlling their lives, the child then 
would not be able to “come to think of [themselves] as free to shape [their] dominant values and 
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ends for [themselves]” which is consistent to what Sandel and some liberal philosophers argued 
for (Fox 2010). By changing the embryo’s DNA and by controlling what they do throughout 
their lives, it takes away the freedom of the child to do what they want and what passions they 
would like to pursue.  
Philosopher Rachel Greenspan offers an Aristotelian viewpoint to the argument against 
designer babies. She, like Aristotle, believed that the character of a person is created “according 
to which traits that make up the character are, in large parts, the results of rational evaluation and 
training by agent” (Agar 1995). This means that the person in question or the ​agent ​gets their 
character from experiences; the person becomes the type of person they are via how they think 
about certain situations. Greenspan believed that genetically altering one’s DNA would destroy 
“the ​value​ we place on freedom as self control” which means that the mind of the child would be 
changed to think a certain way and that they would not have the freedom to naturally think for 
themselves and therefore they cannot create their own character (Agar 1995). This child would 
lose their freedom to form their own character because their whole genetic makeup and 
upbringing would be designed by their parents.  
The biggest ethical argument against designer babies is that it would lead to the creation 
of radical helicopter parents who would bring a negative effect to the child’s life. Philosophers 
Thomas Murray and Matthew Liao, and bioethicist Jennifer Gummer all believe that this new 
kind of helicopter parents would be bad for the children. Helicopter parenting is when the parents 
try to influence the child on many aspects of their lives without letting the child itself give input 
or do what they want to do. The radical helicopter parenting that I introduced takes the normal 
helicopter parenting much further, as the parents would have created their children using 
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CRISPR and other technologies, they would then create what they think is the perfect child. As a 
result they would control every aspect of their child’s life, to keep them on track with what they 
were ​made​ to do, and therefore they would keep the child away from everything that did not fit 
with what they were created to do. So if the child had a passion that did not fit with what their 
parents believed they should do, then the parents would force them out of that passion and put 
them back on track. While both aspects are bad and can bring about depression and anxiety to the 
child, the radical helicopter parents would make things much worse and bring in worse negative 
effects (Gumer 2019). Liao believed that every human being has moral status and the right to 
live a good life and to be able to pursue their passions and activities that they want to do (Liao 
2019). However, with radical helicopter parents, those basic rights are taken away from the child 
because their parents would be in control.  
Murray deeply disagrees with the helicopter parenting concept because “when parents 
attempt to shape their children’s characteristics to match their preference and expectations, such 
an exercise of free choice on the parents’ part may constrain their child’s prospects for 
flourishing” (Steinbock 2008). He believed that the child would not be an individual because 
they would not have the chance to grow the way God intended them to. Gumer agrees that 
parents should accept their children as they are and should not try to change them or control 
them because that would cause more harm than good (Gumer 2019). By making their child in the 
way they want them to be, it would cause an increase in radical helicopter parenting and would 
cause more harm than good to the child, causing many philosophers to go against designing a 
child in the way they want it to be.  
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All in all, there is a negative, philosophical view on designer babies as a whole. They 
believed that designer babies would remove the concept of being human, as their parents would 
take radical control over them and force them to do certain things. This would then result in the 
child not being able to pursue their passions and be happy, which can then affect their mental 
health negatively. This goes against Sandel’s ethics of giftedness as humans should accept every 
child for how they are as a gift rather than an item that can be changed. Designer babies would 
bring more pain and suffering rather than helping the child reach a level of success. 
Section 3: Philosophers on Designer Breeds 
As stated earlier, there is not much on designer breeds in the world of animal ethics. 
There are those who are against irresponsible breeding methods that lead to certain purebred 
dogs and cats who suffer through preventable disorders, however there was not much on cross 
breeds who are considered to be designer breeds. As a result, I will be taking a standpoint similar 
to Gumer, Liao, and Murray in terms of dog and cat breeds and apply what I have learned in 
animal ethics in a veterinary setting. 
Philosopher Sofia Jeppsson takes a very radical approach in her argument against 
purebred pets. She believed that the only way to help dog and cat breeds who are plagued with 
health problems because of a history of inbreeding and other irresponsible breeding methods is to 
effectively stop breeding them as a whole (Jeppsson 2014). She believes that morally, that would 
be the best step in order to avoid bringing pets into this world and force them to live a life of pain 
so they could look a certain way. She takes inspiration from R. P. Haynes’s philosophy on 
breeding. He believed that “it is morally permissible to breed on companion animals for the 
reason that one values the social bonding with them, as long as one has the knowledge and 
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resources necessary to provide the offspring with rich and flourishing lives” which means to only 
breed if you have the means to keep the offspring alive (Jeppsson 2014). This is reflected in 
Jeppsson’s argument that if people want to have a certain breed, let us say an English Bulldog for 
example, as stated in the first chapter, they are plagued with health problems. If a person does 
not have the means to make sure the bulldog lives a comfortable life, then they should not have 
the bulldog at all. This can be translated to a breed as a whole if many people cannot handle the 
issues presented by the breed or have the means to make the breed better, then they should not be 
bred at all. It is a compelling argument, but it is one that I do not agree with. I believe that there 
are people who do want to improve the breeds like the bulldogs and will do what they can to 
make sure they are all bred correctly and that they are screened for genetic disorders. It is not the 
breeds’ faults that they are the way they are, so they should not be punished in not existing 
because of what humans did. Bulldogs make great pets and I think they should still keep existing 
and be examples of what could happen if they are bred wrong and should help influence people 
to breed the dogs correctly. Humans should fight and save the breed rather than give up and stop 
the breed from existing.  
scpaLA president Madeline Bernstein presents a very compelling philosophical argument 
in terms of the method of receiving a pet. She would rather have people adopt a dog or a cat at 
the animal shelter rather than going to a breeder (Bernstein 2018). She believed that it is better 
than going out and spending a lot of money to get a pet. She even adopted a purebred 
Pomeranian from the shelter who needed a good home rather than get one from the breeder 
(Bernstein 2018). She believed that it is better to rescue pets rather than buy them because that 
money would then help fuel bad breeders to keep on breeding.  
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In my veterinary experience, I have come in contact with rescue, purebred, and crossbred 
pets. I have seen purebred kittens come in already with a lot of health problems because of the 
breed they are, whereas rescue cats and crossbred cats like the Toyger I have seen, they were 
perfectly healthy. I have spent many hours at work feeling sorry for the purebred cat that had a 
certain problem for its whole life. I have also seen crossbred cats whom I felt bad for because 
they were most often sold based on their looks, and at a high price and seeing the owners’ faces 
seeing how much more they would have to pay for spay/neuter along with other services. While I 
understand some purebred and crossbred pets are useful for people who need a service animal or 
want a pet but have allergies. I believe that people who do not fit in either category should get a 
pet from the shelter like Bernstein who thinks that all shelter dogs, especially the older ones 
make amazing pets and at the fraction of the cost of a dog from a breeder (Bernstein 204). I do 
not see the need to get a cat that looks like a tiger, when there is a perfectly healthy and sweet cat 
in a shelter that is waiting for a good home. Like Gumer, Liao, and Murray, we should not try to 
control all aspects of our pets, especially their looks. We should focus more on whether the pet 
loves us and if they are a perfect fit in our lives, not how they look. The aesthetic of having a 
certain looking pet should not outweigh rescuing an innocent pet 
Section 4: Arguments for Designer Babies 
In this section of the chapter i will focus on the arguments that could be presented for 
designer babies, I will attempt to refute these arguments based on the research. The two main 
arguments to create designer babies is that these new technologies like CRISPR can help save 
many lives and the second is that these technologies can help better the human population. While 
yes, it can be helpful, in reality, it can bring more harm than help.  
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The first argument that I will refute is the idea that technologies like CRISPR can be very 
helpful, while yes it can be very helpful, it can also be very risky and can bring more harm than 
help. CRISPR focuses on doing one gene edit at a time, which can be useful to do in order to 
cure genetic disorders that are caused by one gene not working. When done in order to have a 
certain trait for a future child, these edits can be risky. Depending on the gene that has been 
edited, it can bring terrible outcomes due to how one gene can interact with all the other genes 
and how the gene was edited itself (Gumer 2019). CRISPR is a fairly new technology, it does 
come with its flaws, one being mosaicism. When a CRISPR edit is done, the intended reaction is 
for all the cells of the embryo to heed the edit, however, there are times where only ​some ​of 
those cells incorporate the edit, this then leads to mosaicism which can be really harmful (Gumer 
2019). Some cells would develop with the edits while others would not, it could lead to clashes 
in the cells with the defective gene fighting with the fixed gene on which one would be 
expressed. It sounds too big of a risk to do as the cells are in no way controlled and are made 
sure to have incorporated the changes.The twin girls, who were created by CRISPR in China by 
He Jiankui were said to suffer from mosaicism, however, He maintained that they are healthy, 
but with the secrecy by him and the Chinese Government, we will never know if they are in fact 
healthy (Gumer 2019). These girls were born towards the end of 2018, so they are going to be 
turning 2 this year, so this is a large window to see if the girls are affected by the mosaicism in 
any way, but we will never know because of the secrecy behind the experiment (Greely 2019). 
The fact that the first two humans created with the help of this technology were mosaicists, 
shows just how risky it is to even undergo the edits done by CRISPR. What more, CRISPR is 
helpful for genetic disorders ​only​ if said disorder was caused by one gene as stated earlier in the 
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previous chapter. There are many genetic disorders that are very complex and are caused by 
more than one gene, many scientists are still researching this (Gumer 2019). Because of this, 
CRISPR cannot help everyone and the risk of mosaicism and how the other genes react to these 
edits are too high and therefore this should be done ​only ​to help reverse a genetic disorder where 
the risk is low and the researchers know how the other cells would react. While still a fairly new 
system, I understand that CRISPR can and will improve as time goes on. It will soon be able to 
edit and cure complex genetic disorders and researchers will learn how to prevent mosaicism, 
however I cannot stress it enough that this should only be used when a medical reason is 
presented.  
Another argument given is that technology like CRISPR and editing the future children’s 
genetic makeup can improve the human species as a whole. Philosophers like John Stuart Mills, 
Ronald Dworkin, and Robert Nozick believe that nature was not made correctly and that humans 
should do whatever they can to surpass the limits it imposed on us (Fox 2010). This issue is, if 
humans were to go past what nature intended humans on being, what is there to stop them from 
doing something extreme? What would stop a scientist from creating a whole new human species 
using technology like CRISPR, then what? It would lead a lot of scientists in doing different 
experiments which could harm humans as a whole. They are basically playing God and trying to 
change what God intended the changed children to be. Even with the beliefs from many 
philosophers, it was found that 70% of humans reject the use of technology “to select for 
non-disease traits in human offsprings” meaning that they do not approve of technology being 
used to changed a healthy baby and mld them to the way their parents want them to be (Fox 
2010). Even if the changes could potentially not bring any harm to the child, Sandel believes that 
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the idea of “parents ordering up a child with certain genetic traits” is very scary and should not 
be done (Sandel 3). However if one sees a child that is happy as a result of this, it shows just how 
deep the parents’ control and influence is on the child. Which shows that the child is no longer 
free to do whatever they want, rather their parents are in full control.  
Another reason why using this type of technology to better our population is that it could 
cause a massive division among the human population. Technology, like CRISPR can be very 
expensive as seen in the previous chapter, as a result, only the rich who are able to afford said 
technology could use it, while the poor would not be able to and thus creating a big division 
between the rich and the poor (Steinbock 2008). There is already a division between the rich and 
the poor, but when given the chance to improve genetically, the rich would be able to do it, and 
then these genetically modified individuals would look down on those who could not be 
modified which would mainly be the poor. This could lead to many issues among the different 
groups, the rich would get to make all the edits they want, possibly becoming superhumans, 
while the poor would not have that luxury and potentially face ridicule from the rich class. 
Writers Jerry Bishop and Michael Waldholz believe that “it would not take many generations of 
this discriminatory genetic selection to produce an ever-widening gap between the upper and 
lower strata of society (Agar 1995). Having technology like CRISPR would not help the human 
population, rather it would cause a massive division between humans which can be very harmful 
in the end.  
While CRISPR and other technologies like it can be very helpful for a situation in which 
a child will be born with a genetic disorder caused by a single gene, it brings more risk than help. 
No one truly knows how each gene works in every genetic disorder so technology like CRISPR 
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cannot be used as it could cause more harm rather than help the child in question. And it can 
cause a big division among the rich and the poor. The rich will be able to better themselves with 
the technology by bringing a better generation whereas the poor will remain the same. I believe 
that designer babies should not be a thing, it would cause an ethical problem, and it would cause 
a problem for human society, I am aware that it can be helpful and yes, it should be used when it 
can help but ​only​ then and there should be strict regulations on who gets to use the technology to 
make sure that it is used ethically. 
Section 5: Arguments for Designer Breeds  
In this last section I will focus on the arguments for designer breeds and will refute these 
arguments with the research I have done and with the knowledge I have from the veterinary 
industry. While a lot of the breeds are important for jobs and allow people who are allergic to 
have a pet, there are still issues that are brought on because of people buying designer breeds 
without any research. 
A big argument that many people have for purebred designer breeds is that many of them 
are used for jobs and that they are important and should not be changed. I will not deny that there 
are many important jobs that purebred dogs can do like being a police dog, bomb sniffer, and 
service dogs (Rajewski 2013). However, the purebred dogs that are used for work, oftentimes do 
not fit in with the standard put in by kennel clubs. For, example, the police force focuses on 
getting German Shepherds whose backs are not as curved as the ones seen in dog shows or are 
said to be the standard of the breed per the kennel clubs (BBC One 2008). With the curved 
backs, the German Shepherds would not be able to put much strength on their back legs, and 
therefore, they would not handle the exercises the police dogs have to do. This shows that while 
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they are useful, the standard of the breed causes groups like the police to have to widen their 
search and look in a dog so that they can handle being a police dog. While working dogs are a 
reason why many believe the breed should be preserved and kept on being bred, there are cases, 
like with the German Shepherd where he standard is not always the best for the breed (Jeppsson 
2014). The standard of a purebred dog can bring more harm and even make the breed less useful 
for a very important job.  
Another argument that people have is that designer crossbred pets can be very useful for 
people who have allergies. Pets like the Goldendoodle, Labradoodle, and Ashera cat are breeds 
who are considered to be hypoallergenic. These breeds are bought by people who would like to 
have a pet but cannot due to their allergies. Dog owners A and B both own labradoodles, owner 
A called her dog a “perfect companion for anyone at any age” and owner B said that she is 
“allergic to dogs and cats so there is a massive bonus that [she] can share a sofa [with her dog] 
and not feel weezy (BBC News 2019). They both love their pets so much, and are happy that 
they own designer breeds, as Labradoodles are viewed by many as cute due to their curly hair 
from their poodle side. While these owners are really happy with their pets, crossbred and some 
purebreds who are branded as hypoallergenic are not the only ones available. I have done a bit of 
volunteering at animal shelters where the adoption specialists have let people do allergy tests. In 
these tests, they take a fur sample of a pet the adopter is interested in, and take the fur piece 
home to see if they are allergic to the pet or not. I have seen many cats go home to families 
where a person said they are allergic but did not have a reaction to the cat in question. This 
means that a person who is allergic is not limited to just purebred or crossbred designer breeds, 
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they can go to a shelter and rescue a pet who could be hypoallergenic or whose fur does not 
cause much of a reaction to the person. 
A big argument given is that mutts found in shelters are just as unhealthy as purebred 
dogs so it does not make a difference. It was found at UC Davis that hereditary issues naturally 
occur in mixed breeds pets at the same frequency as purebred pets, issues meaning genetic 
disorders that come from genes that were passed down by their parents. However, with certain 
irresponsible breeding methods, the frequency of purebreds becoming sick is increased 
(Rajewski 2013). Additionally, this shows that crossbred designer breeds are at the same risk as 
mutts found in the shelters, however this risk can be increased if the breeder does not take the 
right precautions. As a result, it would seem better to adopt from the animal shelter as most often 
the pets found as strays are not as irresponsibly bred as the designer breeds. While there are 
many legitimate breeders who try to avoid passing down genetic issues with genetic testing, 
there are many who breed animals that have the same ancestor as some point thus putting the pet 
at risk as seen with Mr. Cat in the first chapter. Illegitimate breeders very commonly would 
inbred their pets, as they are the only pets available and would try to get as many offspring as 
possible to sell them (Bernstein 2018). Not to mention that contrary to what some people believe, 
crossbred designer breeds like the Labradoodle are mutts because they are a mix of two different 
breeds (Bernstein 2018). So yes, while mutts in shelters are at just as high a risk as some 
purebred pets, depending on the breeder, the risk could be considerably higher if the breeder 
does not take the right precautions.  
Purebred and crossbred designer breeds can be useful for some purposes, how I believe it 
is better to adopt a pet from the shelter. Shelter pets are just as capable as many purebred or 
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crossbred pets from a breeder. Even if a person wants to get a purebred pet, 25% of pets in 
shelters are actually purebred pets surrendered or abandoned by their previous owners, so it is 
just better to adopt.Iit would be better financially as the pets would already have all their shots 
and any surgery that is needed, they just need a home. The pets in shelters are looking for great 
homes, they deserve to live a happy life like a pet from a breeder.  
Section 6: Conclusion 
Designer babies and breeds come from the same idea, and are selectively bred to have a 
certain trait or act a certain way. Both have many opponents against them as they bring up ethical 
issues which can lead to more issues negatively affecting human society or the pet itself. Those 
against the designer babies believe that the children will lose their freedom as their parents 
would take a radical approach in controlling their lives. They also are afraid that by changing 
their children genetically, the parents would then not look at their children as gifts but rather 
objects. And there are some who believe that purebred pets should not be bred if they have too 
many problems while others including me believe that the breeds should be improved and that it 
is ethically better to just adopt from shelters rather than buying a pet.  
 There are also many good arguments that defend these designed individuals, but the 
means in getting the designed individual is very risky or they do not fit into what they are needed 
for. Designer babies would bring division into an already divided human society, and the process 
could be risky and could end up hurting the child rather than helping them. And the standards of 
kennel clubs are forcing people who need pets for jobs to look harder for the right pet. And 
hypoallergenic designer breeds are not the only pets who can be kept by owners with allergies. 
Pets found in shelters are looking for a great home, and potential pet owners should look into 
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adopting first rather than buying a pet from breeders. Designer breeds paved the way for designer 
babies, in the final chapter I will show the path and show what is in store for the future.  
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Chapter 4: Babies and Beyond 
 Throughout this thesis, I spoke on both designer babies and breeds. Each had their own 
issues, but in the end they both were the same. Designer breeds led to designer babies, and the 
path that will be taken can lead to massive changes to the human race. I argued that some 
technology used to genetically manipulate embryos today is acceptable under certain 
circumstances, the use of technology to genetically alter an embryo to get certain traits is not. 
Having pets is something everyone should experience at some point in their lives, but people 
should focus more on rescuing shelter animals rather than spending unnecessarily amounts of 
money to buy a pet based on looks (the exception being those who need a certain dog breed for 
work).I believe that designer babies should only be created if it is necessarily necessary in order 
to say the embryo itself or a sibling in need of stem cells.  
Many of the designer breeds I have encountered through work should not have been born. 
Many of the purebred animals I have seen and heard about have genetic issues that will affect 
them for the rest of their lives. Owners would have to spend a lot of money for medication and 
procedures to help the pet live a comfortable life given their situation. All for what? Just to have 
a pet that looks a certain way or acts a certain way? That is not worth it nor does it always work. 
Adopting a pet from a shelter is not only cheaper due to the shelter covering vaccines, and the 
spay/neuter surgery, but some of them do not run the risk of being affected by bad breeding 
practices​.  ​On the argument that a mixed designer bred pet is hypoallergenic, there are many pets 1
in the shelters that do not cause any allergic reaction and many sheets can provide a bit of the 
pet’s fur for a test. There are always exceptions, people who need service animals or the police 
1 ​ I say some as there are many purebred pets in shelters as well looking for good homes. 
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force who need a certain type of pet. They should only go to ​reputable breeders​ who do genetic 
testing and make sure that all their pets are healthy and are in no way affected by a bad breeding 
simulation. Aside from the exceptions of needing a pet for work, I am siding with Bernstein 
(2018) in that the most ethical choice in this situation is to focus more on ​rescuing​ a pet at a 
shelter rather than ​buying​ one from a breeder. This can help lower the rate of backyard breeders 
practicing bad breeding habits and to make sure no more pets suffer. Another ethical choice is to 
stop pet shows and kennel clubs from imposing standards that focus more on the look of the pet 
which can negatively affect their health. While a lot of damage has been done, genetic testing 
along with responsible choices can help reverse the damage and save many breeds from a life 
and reputation of being in pain.  
Genetic manipulation in embryos to reproduce designer babies is ushering in a new 
world. The potential to prevent children from being born with a horrible genetic disorder is 
massive. However, it does open the doors for parents to manipulate the genes of an embryo so 
they could have a “perfect” child. I take Habermas’s (2010) position on this case, genetic 
manipulation would lead to parents taking control of their child’s life, forcing them to do things 
their parents want them to do and abandoning their passions. This would make the child’s life 
horrible. They would not be able to enjoy the things they want to enjoy; they would practically 
be raised as robots, doing whatever activity their parents want them to do. I understand parents 
want what is best for their child, changing a child’s DNA so they can be really good at 
something or have blue eyes is not the way to go. Parents should just let the child explore what 
they want to do and support them in their journey of life. That is not the only problem, genetic 
manipulation can lead to a huge division among classes. Without regulations on what can be 
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altered, the rich could afford and choose. Without regulations on what can be altered, the rich 
could afford and choose whatever they want to alter in their future child’s genes, the rich and the 
researchers could create an elite class of children. While the rich could do whatever they want in 
this case, the lower class could not. Poorer parents would not be able to afford changing their 
child’s genes and therefore their future children could face a lot of discrimination from the upper 
class. The ethical solution in this case would be to impose strict regulations on whose embryos 
can be genetically altered. In this case, only embryos who have been found to have a genetic 
disorder can undergo the manipulation. This may be the only way to prevent many babies from 
being born with a genetic disorder, therefore it is more ethical to genetically manipulate their 
genes than put them through a life of pain. Additionally, parents should accept their children for 
who they are and their passions. Helicopter parents taking control of their children’s lives would 
force them out of their passions. As a result the child’s mental health would be negatively 
affected. Genetic manipulation should be done only when medically necessary, and not to create 
children who are controlled in all aspects by their parents.  
Furthermore, as seen in the Jiankui case, genetically altering embryos is a very risky 
situation when it involves manipulation of complex genes. However, as time goes on, more 
research on genetic manipulation in embryos will be done. This new area of science has been 
buzzing for a while and I am sure that it will keep buzzing for years to come.  
What does the future hold for human kind? Depending on how humans proceed with 
genetic manipulation, there are many outcomes. Humans could just keep on going with the edits 
and thus create a group of humans genetically superior than a normal human being. This could 
potentially lead to a new species of humans if that group were to reproduce themselves. This 
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could be amplified if the upper and lower class are divided based on who can afford this type of 
technology and who cannot. Another outcome could be that within the research and creation of 
new genetic editing technology, many mistakes could happen and cause the suffering of many 
people whose genes were edited as embryos. While researchers have specific guidelines to 
follow, there is always the chance of something going wrong in any experiment or use of 
technology. At this point, it is too early to tell what can happen, if research is continued, it should 
be focused on curing genetic disorders and for more medical needs rather than cosmetic. 
Genetic manipulation in humans seemed to be something out of a science fiction novel 
for many years. However, with the creation of CRISPR and the many new technologies that will 
come out in the future, that science fiction idea will soon turn into a reality. This leads the 
question to many people who will have children in the future, will they genetically alter their 
child’s DNA? Depending on the technology available they may have to ask the question to 
themselves, if they want to have ​their​ DNA altered if such a technology was made available. It 
seems that many philosophers of today would answer no to both questions, as they can change 
humans for the worst. As times are changing, soon new philosophers will rise up and give their 
own opinions on such matters. Maybe they will be okay with answering yes to both questions. 
Possibly due to them growing up with knowledge of such technology rather than it being created 
when they are adulted, or maybe because with how the world is changing due to the older 
generation, humans will have to change in order to live under different circumstances. We will 
have to say as only time will tell what will happen in both the world of technology and 
philosophy on said technology.  
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I will reiterate that I believe that designer breeds and designer babies are bringing more 
harm than good. There are many puppies and kittens born with genetic disorders due to 
irresponsible breeding practices, all so that they can look a certain way. Similarly, there is the 
chance of parents taking a radical control on their children and the chance that mosaicist 
embryos are being created with unknown consequences. These can be very harmful to children; 
who knows what they would go through before hitting adulthood. I strongly believe in animal 
adoption and that genetic manipulation in embryos should be kept only for medical needs and 
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